The Midrash is a literary genre that evolved over hundreds of years, and dating the various texts of the Midrash is problematic and at times impossible. However, most scholars agree that some collections of Midrash (e.g. Bereshit Rabba and the sections of Midrash that are integrated in the Talmud) were already in circulation (not necessarily in their present form) by the beginning of the seventh century CE, before the rise of Islam. Other collections of Midrash (e.g. Pirqe de-Rabbi Eliezer and Tanchuma) were likely edited after the rise of Islam, but were already in circulation by the tenth century CE. These later collections were therefore generally more susceptible to Islamic and Christian influence. 8 All mentions of the Midrash in the present research refer to the sections of Midrash written before the rise of Islam unless otherwise stated. Later collections will only be discussed if they were already in circulation by the tenth century CE, and Judeo Arabic writers could have used them. Midrash collections of European origin and collections edited after the tenth century CE will not be referenced in this research.
Another factor that should be taken into account is the influence of Islam. Islamic literature both borrowed from and exerted influence on Judaism and Christianity, often leaving uncertainty regarding the direction of influence. For this reason, the current research focuses on biblical stories that are not mentioned in the Quran. The current research also examines "The Tales of the Prophets" (Qiṣaṣ al-Anbiya`) from Islamic literature, in order to look for a possible Islamic influence on Judeo Arabic commentaries.
Even after having eliminated the possibility of Jewish and Islamic sources in motifs found in Syriac commentaries, this elimination does not suffice in order to safely assume that when these same motifs appear in Judeo Arabic commentaries it is due to influence from the Syriac literature. A motif can appear independently in both traditions. However, when dealing with biblical commentaries, there are two criteria which make the motif less likely to appear twice independently. Firstly, when the motif is very far removed from the literal sense of the scriptures it is unlikely to appear twice separately. Secondly, when this motif constitutes a major break from the commentator's tradition, and the commentator presents it without stressing its innovation or trying to defend his reading against ancient tradition, there are grounds to argue that the motif was not arrived at independently. Therefore, when a Judeo Arabic commentator presents a motif that is far removed from the literal meaning of the Bible, and likewise is divergent from the traditional Jewish interpretation as presented in the Midrash, and furthermore he does so without presenting the motif as an innovation, it is safe to assume that he is likely relying on an alternative tradition-in some cases on a Syriac tradition.
The current study focuses in on three Judeo Arabic commentaries on the book of Genesis. The first is that of Qirqisani, who lived in the middle of the tenth century CE; the second is that of Yefet b. 'Eli, which dates from the end of the tenth century CE; and the third is that of Yeshu'ah b. Yehuda, who lived in the eleventh century CE. 9 These three are compared with the Syriac Bible commentaries of Ephrem (fourth century CE) and Ishodad (ninth century CE), and with the collection of Syriac biblical legends known as the "Cave of Treasures" (approximately sixth century CE). The current research also consults the anonymous commentary from the Diyar Bakir Collection (likely eighth century CE), as well as other Syriac sources when available. 10 This research intends to explore the differences between the manner in which the Midrash and the Syriac commentators deal with specific biblical stories, and to show that the Judeo Arabic commentators adopted the opinion of the Syriac commentators rather than that of the Midrash. The manner in which Judeo Arabic commentators utilized the materials they borrowed from Syriac tradition will also be analyzed. The examination will begin with the most obvious cases of Syriac influence, and move on to cases where the Syriac influence is less obvious.
The Sons of God (Genesis 6:1-4)
In Syriac tradition, the "sons of God" mentioned in Genesis 6 are identified with the descendants of Seth, while the "daughters of Adam," whom the sons of God marry, are identified with the descendants of Cain. This interpretation plays an important role in the narrative of the "Cave of Treasure," 11 and it was adopted by the commentators Ephrem and Ishodad. 12 It is almost never mentioned in the Midrash; only one Midrash-the later (probably eighth century CE) Midrash Pirqe de-Rabbi Eliezer-hints at this interpretation. Chapter 22 of that Midrash describes acts of sin that the sons of God committed with the female descendants of Cain. However, according to Pirqe de-Rabbi Eliezer, the sons of God were not descendants of Seth but rather fallen angels. This interpretation of the sons of God as fallen angels originates in the Jewish literature of the Second Temple period, and in particular in the book of Enoch. The Syriac commentators were familiar with this interpretation, but appear to have rejected it.
13 Ishodad explicitly wrote that the sons of God cannot possibly be angels, since angels have no desire for women.
14 In Rabbinic sources, the term "sons of God" is usually interpreted as referring to the sons of the judges, or the sons of the great ones, 15 which seems to imply that they were human and constituted an elite group within the society-but these sources fall short of identifying who exactly they were.
The Judeo Arabic commentator Yefet interprets these verses as follows:
"The sons of God saw" (Genesis 6:2 It would appear to be clear that Yefet has adopted the Syriac interpretations of these verses, an interpretation that is not supported by the literal sense of the Bible and goes against early Jewish tradition. Yefet also adds details which have parallels in Syriac tradition, such as his mention that the descendants of Cain had many girls and only few boys as divine punishment for their sins, and that the large number of girls led to an increase in adultery. 17 He likewise mentions that the descendants of Enos could pick and choose any of the female descendants of Cain they pleased, and could also take possession of the property of Cain's de- 13 This tradition was adopted by some Islamic sources, which speak of the fallen angels Harut and scendants thanks to their exalted status. 18 The shortage of boys among the descendants of Cain is mentioned by Ephrem and Ishodad; 19 Ephrem notes that the descendants of Enos could select from the female descendants of Cain, and could likewise take control of the male descendants' property.
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In addition to this explanation on the identity of the sons of God, Yefet mentions two others. The first is that they were the sons of judges and rulers, and that corruption in society began in the higher social circles before spreading downwards. 21 This is essentially the same as the explanation provided by the Jewish Midrash. Yefet does not reject this explanation, but presents it as the opinion of another commentator, subtly implying that he did not agree with it. As for the second explanation mentioned by Yefet, according to which the sons of God were angels, the commentator clearly considers it to be so absurd that there is no need to disprove it.
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Qirqasani and Yeshu'ah do not concur with Yefet's view of this matter. Qirqasani, in his short commentary on Genesis, writes: "'The sons of God' means the sons of the nobles and kings and leaders."
23 Like Ishodad, Qirqisani on theological grounds rejects the possibility that the sons of God were angels, but his arguments are more elaborate and influenced by the style of Islamic theology (Kalam). He reasons that the angels, as sublime creatures, are incapable of disobeying God, and as bodiless creatures they cannot father children. As he says: "Those who say that they are angles are clearly wrong. Isn't it strange that the angels, who are close [to God], and whom God placed at the highest rank, would disobey God? […] and what can be stranger than saying that angels, who are spirits and bodiless beings, father children?" 24 Yet, Qirqasani seems to recognize that his explanation is far from being complete. If the sons of God are the sons of nobles, in what way exactly was their pedigree more distinguished than that of other human beings, especially at that early period of history in which everyone was nearly a direct descendant of Adam? As Qirqasani himself writes:
If someone is to ask in regard of the noblemen which are the sons of God: Who are they and what is this pedigree that distinguishes them? We will tell him that there are many kinds of pedigree, and the most distinguished among them is the exalted rank of knowledge and piety, and [the Bible] tells us that illness (i.e., corruption) had spread among human beings to the point that it has spread to the men of distinction, who are the men of knowledge and piety, and they have started to sin, and what is worse, they have started to marry the daughters of the lower class, which means the infidels. 25 Qirqisani raises the question, but the answer he supplies is far from satisfying. Can knowledge really be considered a pedigree? If these two groups were divided along family lines as the sons of God on one side and the sons of Adam on the other, can knowledge really be the dividing factor? The proposed solution is so tenuous that it causes the reader to wonder: Why did Qirqisani even raise the question if he could only counter it with such a poor solution? One possible explanation is that Qirqisani was keenly aware of the existence of an explanation that would solve the problem perfectly; namely, that the pedigree of the sons of God was different from that of other human beings, because they were descendants of Seth while the others were descendants of Cain. Despite this, Qirqisani wanted to prove that he also had a solution for the question of the different pedigree of these two groups. However, Qirqisani makes no mention of the Syriac explanation, leaving us only able to speculate about whether or not he was familiar with it.
Yeshu'ah was also of the opinion that the sons of God were members of a higher class of society, and his writings give no hint that he was aware of the explanation according to which they were the descendants of Enos. The attitude of Syriac literature regarding Nimrod is somewhat complicated. According to the Cave of Treasures, he was an evil king who was the first idol worshipper, and the first to worship fire. 27 This opinion of Nimrod is shared by both the Jewish Midrash, which tells us that he was a fire worshiper who tried to throw Abraham into a fire, 28 and by Islamic tradition. 29 In Syriac biblical commentaries, however, Nimrod is treated as a positive figure. Ephrem wrote that Nimrod fought with different families of the human race according to God's will, and forced them to move to the places where God desired for them to be. He add- ed that the phrase "a hunting champion like Nimrod" (Genesis 10:9) was a blessing used by men to bless kings and rulers who fought and won battles for God.
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Ishodad repeats these explanations and adds that the words of the Bible: "Therefore people say: A hunting champion like Nimrod" (Genesis 10:9) were a comment made by Moses. According to Ishodad, in Moses' time the phrase "a hunting champion like Nimrod" was a common blessing: "The words 'a Hunting Champion like Nimrod etc.' were said by Moses, because in his time it was used as a common phrase when men were blessing each other." 31 The Syriac anonymous commentary from the Diyar Bakir collection states that the phrase "a hunting champion like Nimrod" was a blessing, but does not indicate that it was a comment made by Moses. 32 This commentary was likely written at the end of the eighth century CE, and it is reasonable to posit that it was one of Ishodad's sources. 33 The anonymous commentary from the Mingama collection gives the same opinion that the phrase was a blessing. 34 Such a positive attitude towards Nimrod is rare in Jewish sources, and is only hinted at in one source that was edited in the early Islamic period. That source is Pseudo Jonathan's Aramaic translation of Genesis 10:11, which relates that Nimrod refused to take part in the building of the tower of Babel and in reward for this action God gave him control over four cities. However, only a few verses earlier in Genesis 10:9, Pseudo Jonathan refers to Nimrod as a man who had rebelled against God.
Yefet considers Nimrod to be a positive figure. He writes that Nimrod was a clever hunter, and that according to some scholars he earned the rank of being considered as though he were one of Ham's sons even though he was only his grandson, thanks to his distinguished qualities. 35 Yefet also comments on the phrase: "Therefore people say: A hunting champion like Nimrod" and gives a similar interpretation to that of Ishodad:
The phrase "therefore people say"-these are the words of our lord Moses, saying that every hunting champion or clever hunter is compared to Nimrod, and people say: this man is like Nimrod, and this proves that no man after him ever surpassed him in hunting -no one who would have become a model for comparison [ Yefet's comment and Ishodad's words are similar not only in content, but also in phrasing. It should be noted that the last part of Yefet's comment: "have become a model for comparison," and Ishodad's words: "used as a common phrase," are both based on the same Semitic stem "m.ṯ.l." (used both in Syriac and Arabic), and therefore one could easily be a translation (or a mistranslation) of the other. 37 Yeshu'ah shared the opinion that Nimrod was an expert hunter. He attributes the phrase: "Therefore people say: A hunting champion like Nimrod," to the prophet (i.e. Moses), arguing that Nimrod was an expert hunter and that the phrase: "a hunting champion like Nimrod" was a common phrase in Moses' time, for no man in the periods from Nimrod's time until Moses' time was a better hunter than Nimrod. 38 It seems clear that in their attitude towards Nimrod, Yefet and later Yeshu'ah adopted the position of Syriac commentators, which stands in contradiction to that of the Jewish Midrash. The attribution of the phrase: "Therefore people say: A hunting champion like Nimrod" to Moses is particularly significant. A general positive attitude towards Nimrod and his glorification as a hunting champion both agree with the literal sense of the Bible, so that the Judeo Arabic writers could feasibly have reached that conclusion on their own, without consulting Syriac sources.
However, the Bible makes no mention of Moses or Moses' time period at all in this context. Moreover, Moses' role in writing the Pentateuch is linked to an important issue in Karaite Bible commentaries; namely, the importance of the prophet who serves as a biblical scribe, known as "al-mudawwin." According to Karaite commentators, the mudawwin plays an important role in the codification of the scriptures, and can change the phrasing of the words revealed to him and to other prophets by God by adding his own comments and interpretations-not by his own free will, of course, but rather as part of his prophetic mission. 39 Ben Shammai and Goldstein, who examined the mudawwin's role, mentioned the Islamic (mainly Shiite) origins of the concept. 40 As we can see in this reading of the Ishodad several times in his commentary mentions that Moses played an important part in the codification of the Pentateuch-for instance, he writes it was Moses who determined which part of the Pentateuch would be placed at the beginning. Although the book of Exodus was written before the book of Genesis, Moses placed the books according to the order in which Divine Providence runs the world, rather than the order of their composition. 41 Other The story of Noah and Canaan is interpreted in Syriac literature differently than in the Midrash. Most of the writers of the Midrash assume that the words "saw the nakedness of his father" (Genesis 9:22) are a euphemism for something much more terrible, and that Noah was actually raped or castrated. 44 The Syriac commentators, however, assume that Noah was only seen naked. 45 Therefore, they have a hard time explaining why the action was so awful. In the Cave of Treasures, it is said that not only did Ham see his father naked but he also 45 Some Islamic sources also say that Noah was only seen naked, but these sources mention details which no Judeo Arabic source mentions, (for example, that a strong wind lifted Noah's clothes), and therefore it is less likely that these Islamic sources influenced Judeo Arabic commentaries. See: Kisai, Prophetenlegenden, 99. mocked him. 46 According to Ishodad, Noah assumed that the house was empty because everyone had gone to work. Ham, however, went back home to look for something and saw his father drunk and naked. Ham did not know what it meant to be drunk, and therefore believed that Noah was sleeping while everyone else was working-a thought that made him very angry. He called his brothers to show them how lazy their father was. In doing so, Ham made three grave errors: he saw his father naked; he failed to cover him; and he told his brothers. 47 The same can be found in the anonymous commentary from Diyar Bakir. 48 The Jewish Midrash does not devote much thought to the question of how Noah found out what had been done to him while he was drunk, likely because the writers of the Midrash posited that Noah was raped or castrated, which he could not help but notice. The only Jewish source that deals with this question is Pseudo Jonathan's translation of Genesis 9:24, which states that what happened to Noah was revealed to him in a dream. 49 The Syriac sources, which maintain that Noah was only seen naked, give the matter more serious attention. Another question which the Syriac writers focused on, while the writers of the Midrash did not, is: Why did Noah allow himself to get drunk? The Syriac writers believed that Noah did not intend to get drunk, but nevertheless he did so anyway. The Cave of Treasures version holds that Noah was unaccustomed to drinking wine, and for this reason he became inebriated quickly. 53 Ephrem states that Noah's intoxication was not caused by him drinking a large quantity of wine, but rather it was due to the fact that he had not drunk wine for a long time. He did not drink at the time of the flood, and three or four years had elapsed after the flood until the vineyard was able to produce wine. 54 Ishodad claims that Noah was unaware that wine can cause intoxication, arguing that he was the first man ever to make wine. Moreover, grape juice does not induce drunkenness, and Noah had no way of knowing that in later stages the juice becomes wine and can cause inebriation. One of the most puzzling aspects of this biblical story, which bothered the Syriac writers and the authors of the Midrash alike, is this: If Ham was the sinner, why was Canaan cursed? One explanation supplied by the Midrash (Bereshit Rabba 37) and mentioned as an option by Ephrem and Ishodad is that it was Canaan who saw Noah naked and told Ham. As a proof of this explanation, Ephrem cites the biblical passage in which Noah "woke up and saw what his small son had done to him" (Genesis 9:24). Ham was not Noah's youngest son; he is always mentioned as the middle son. Therefore, the Bible must mean Canaan, Ham's youngest son. 56 Another option suggested by Ishodad is that since Ham did not respect his father and caused him grief, his son Canaan was cursed and caused him grief in turn. 57 Like the Syriac commentators, Qirqisani believes that Noah was only seen naked and nothing more. He says:
Some people say that a sin was committed beyond the act of seeing-that something was actually done, and that the words "he saw" (Genesis 9:22) are equivalent to the words "and he saw her nakedness" (Leviticus 20:17) (i.e. engaged in sexual intercourse).
[…] As proof, they cite the words "and he knew what his small son had done to him," which imply that something was actually done beyond mere seeing. tent. Yefet also reasons that it was likely from God that Noah learned about his son's actions.
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Like Yefet, Yeshu'ah also believes that Ham should not have entered Noah's tent without permission, should not have told anyone about what he had seen, and should not have made fun of Noah. 61 He also says that Noah probably discovered Ham's actions through divine revelation.
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The only act the Bible attributes to Ham is the act of seeing his father's nakedness, meaning that the interpretation adopted by the Judeo Arabic commentators agrees with the literal meaning of the scriptures, and therefore they could have arrived at it on their own without consulting Syriac sources. However, these same commentators clearly struggle with this explanation and are unable to regard the act of seeing as a sin by itself, and as a result they are compelled to aggravate Ham's sin by attributing to him responsibility for other actions which are not mentioned in the Bible at all. Therefore, one cannot claim that the Judeo Arabic commentators chose to adopt their explanation out of a loyalty to the literal sense of the Bible. It is also imperative to recall that their explanation goes against early Jewish tradition as described in the Midrash, according to which Noah was raped or otherwise molested. Qirqasani mentions this tradition, but makes no serious attempt to disprove it. Yefet and Yeshu'a make no mention of it at all. This state of affairs would suggest that the Judeo Arabic commentators did not consider themselves as innovators battling against ancient tradition, but rather as commentators who chose to adopt an equally respected and accepted tradition. Yefet's commentary in particular-mentioning three sins-reveals that the tradition they followed was of Syriac origins.
Judeo Arabic Bible commentators, in a similar fashion to the Syriac writers and in contrast to the sages of the Midrash, proposed various answers to the question of why Noah got drunk. Qirqisani says that according to some scholars, Noah was not aware that wine induces drunkenness. 63 This is in essence the same answer given by Ishodad. Yefet says that according to the Bible, Noah got drunk in his own tent-which is not problematic, as opposed to if he had gotten drunk in public and disturbed others. Noah was sleeping in his room and posed no nui-sance to anyone. It was Ham's fault that he entered Noah's tent without permission, thereby making the matter public. 64 Yeshu'ah reasons that Noah drank wine because he was happy that God had promised not to destroy the world again in a flood, and he maintains that there is nothing wrong in drinking wine as long as it does not induce you to act foolishly or neglect your obligations. 65 As for Noah getting drunk, Yeshu'ah suggests two possible explanations. According to one, Noah, unaccustomed as he was to drinking wine, did not realize that the quantity of wine he was imbibing would make him drunk. Noah lived for five hundred years in purity and worshipped God, and for this reason even a small amount of wine was enough to cause him to get drunk. 66 This explanation is essentially identical to that given by Ephrem. The second explanation is the one given by Yefet: Noah was in his tent, out of sight, and therefore blame shouldn't rest on him but rather on Ham, who entered his tent without warning. 67 All of these explanations have no support in the literal sense of the Bible, and are unlikely to have appeared in Syriac and Judeo Arabic commentaries independently.
Qirqisani, in dealing with the question of why Canaan was cursed instead of Ham, mentions the possibility that Canaan was the sinner instead of Ham: "Some people say that the one who did the deed was Canaan and not Ham, and as a proof they cite the words 'what his small son did to him,' saying that Ham was not the smallest, but rather the middle son, because in every place [they are mentioned] it is said 'Sem, Ham and Yefet'" (Genesis 9:18). 68 This argument is mentioned by Ephrem but it is not mentioned in the Midrash, although some writers of the Midrash believed Canaan was the sinner. Qirqisani does not rule out this explanation, but he believes it is only a partial explanation which should be integrated with other explanations that he proposes. He believes that Canaan was the first one to commit a sin by seeing Noah naked and for that he was cursed, and later he told his father Ham about it, after which Ham came in and saw his father naked as well. 69 by disasters afflicted on his son, as the son's punishment causes the father's heart to grieve. 71 This is similar to the explanation mentioned by Ishodad-that Ham caused his father grief, and was therefore punished with grief caused by seeing his own son cursed.
The similarities between Syriac interpretations and Judeo Arabic interpretations in the story of Noah's drunkenness are not as obvious as those found in the stories of the sons of God and of Nimrod, but it stands to reason that there are simply too many of them to disregard them all as coincidences.
Judah and Tamar (Genesis 38)
According to the Jewish Midrash, Judah decided to forbid Tamar from marrying his third son because the death of his two sons while they were married to her appeared to him to be a bad omen. 72 The Midrash never mentions any reason to suspect that sins on the part of Tamar had caused the death of her husbands. Ephrem, however, writes that Tamar herself believed that this was so-that her sins had caused the death of her first two husbands, and this was the reason that she left Judah's home until the third son came of age to marry. According to Ephrem, Judah himself believed that Tamar was an idol worshiper and that her sins had caused the death of his two sons, and it was for this reason that he refused to let her marry his youngest son. Only after Tamar becomes pregnant from Judah and informs him that he is the father without making the matter public does Judah understand that his sons died because of their sins, and not due to Tamar's sins. 73 The anonymous commentary from Diyar Bakir likewise states that Judah believed that Tamar's sins caused the death of his sons.
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Qirqisani embraces the same line of thinking, but he takes it even further. He says that when Judah's understood that Tamar was pregnant with his child it only strengthened his negative view of her. According to Qirqisani, Judah said: "I knew she played tricks on men because of the death of my two sons-for I knew she was the cause of their deaths, and this is why I did not marry her to my third son, so that his fate would not be like that of the first two." 75 Moreover, Qirqisani asserts that Judah was not entirely mistaken when he attributed the death of his two sons to Tamar's sins. Qirqisani's explanations are not supported by the literal sense of the Bible, and they go against everything the writers of the Midrash had to say about Tamar's innocence and chastity. 77 It would seem that Qirqisani followed the Syriac tradition by casting doubt on Tamar's character, but in his enthusiasm to exonerate Judah and place all of the blame on Tamar, he went much further than the Syriac writers had ever dreamed.
The sages of the Midrash were divided over the question of Judah and Tamar's relationship after she gave birth to her twins. Some sages believed that Judah did not have intercourse with Tamar after the first time, while others believed that their sexual relationship continued. 78 Ephrem chose a middle route, or rather he accepted the former opinion that they did not continue to have intercourse, albeit with a small reservation. Ephrem mentions that after Judah found out that Tamar was pregnant with his sons he never slept with her again, for she was his former daughter-in-law. Nevertheless, she lived in his home because she was the mother of his sons. 79 Yefet makes a similar remark: "The Bible tells us that he never slept with her again, because she was forbidden to him, and if she had not been forbidden to him he would not have been permitted to not sleep with her, since she had become the mother of his sons, [a status she would keep] until death." 80 In other words, Judah and Tamar were bound by a relationship resembling marriage since she was the mother of his sons, and Judah should therefore have had intercourse with her. However, he could not do so because as the widow of his sons she was forbidden to him. The theory of Tamar and Judah's ongoing relationship (even 76 non-sexual) after the birth of her sons is not supported by the literal sense of the Bible, and Yefet's explanation does not agree with either of the opinions presented in the Midrash. Therefore, it likely relies on Syriac tradition.
Summary and Conclusions
To draw conclusions based on such a small amount of material is a risky endeavor, but certain conclusions do seem to present themselves, and they may be proved or disproved by further study.
The first issue one should consider when dealing with the reception of Syriac materials in Judeo Arabic literature is the means of communication. Did Judeo Arabic writers read Syriac literature or Arabic adaptations of it, or did they rely on oral discussions with Christians? Oral discussions surely existed, as the famous story of R. Hai Gaon consulting with the Syriac head priest about the meaning of a verse from the Psalms attests. 81 However, some remarks made by Judeo Arabic commentators, and especially Yefet's remark about the description of Nimrod being an editorial comment by Moses, can almost be seen as a direct translation of the Syriac source into Arabic. The interpretation is too close to its Syriac parallel, not only in content but also in phrasing, to assume that it was transmitted orally. 82 Another question to be pondered is what type of information Jews were looking to receive from the Syriacs, and what kind of Syriac literature they were interested in. The influence of Ephrem and Ishodad on Judeo Arabic commentators is quite significant, whereas the influence of the Cave of Treasures on Judeo Arabic commentators is minimal, if not non-existent. It would seem as if the Jews considered Syriac biblical commentaries to be a serious source for understanding the Bible, whereas they approached the Cave of Treasures as nothing more than a collection of legends. This hypothesis also supports the theory that Judeo Arabic writers relied on written Syriac materials rather than oral discussions, a turn of events that would explain why certain Syriac genres were used while others were ignored.
The difference between the three Judeo Arabic writers discussed above regarding their use of Syriac materials should also be noted. Yefet seems to be the most eager to adopt the ideas of Syriac commentators, which he occasionally presents as if they were his own. Qirqisani uses Syriac materials extensively, but with much more reservations. In some cases he mentions the explanations of Syriac commentators but later rules them out, while in other cases he adopts Syriac explanations although only after considerable changes. As for Yeshu'ah, it would seem that most of the Syriac material he used was borrowed from Qirqisani and Yefet. Only rarely do we find in his writings Syriac materials that do not originate with those writers, with one example being his explanation of Noah's drunken- ), also points to transmission of written materials rather than oral discussions.
